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-~ " EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Recent research an the effectiveness of ESEA'Title I‘programs in
increasing achievement has suggested that the summer may be a critical

period:of time. Specifically, the ; arch indicates that while programa

, may be successful- in raising achievem nt gains-’ during the -school -year; -
these gains may not\be sustained over the summer months., Although cur-
rent researqp'findings are'inconclusfye on this.issue, Title I-eligible
children seem at a.minimum to eaperience,an achievement loss over the
summer relative to other children. Since a major goal of Title I 1s to
incuesse the academi¢ fytures of educationally disadvantaged stud;nts
in the hope 'of broadening opportunities for them, it is 4important to
consider alternative strategies for attaining the goal of sustained
effectiveness for Title I programsi’ One such alternative is the expan-

sion of Title ‘I supporxt. for summer schools.

, This study was undertaken for the purpose of determining what prac-
tices currently exist in Title'T summer programs The primary“purpose
is descrip%ive—-to determine what types of Title I summer programs are
underway, what population 1is served how much they cost, and other
re1evant descriptors In Addition the study coqgiders certain legal

W
impediments in the current Title T authority which may have the effect

A ‘of discouraging districts from using Title I funds for summer prbgrams:

The study consisted of accumulating existing descriptive 1nforma-
tion on Title I summer programs at the-national, state, and local IEVels.
Three states weﬁe then selected for intensive study. For each of these
states, we obtained descriptive information on Title I summer programs
in the state and visited a total of eleven local programs to verify the
descriptive information we had received and to obtain more detailed

descriptions of their actual practices

Synthesizing ﬁhe information from the national, state, and local

. hevels, the foliowﬂhg picture of current practices in Title I, summer




" programs emerges. Nationally, fewer tha® 15% of all Title I districts
have Title I summer programs and this figure appears to be on the de-
crease. With increasing instructional costs, the summer component is

g, ona of the first things to go, although a few districts value them suffi-
ciently to shorten the length of their summer -program rather than abolish—

l - .
ing it completely. »

Title I ‘aummer programs Yange from those that provide a highly aca-
demic, sik hour~a- day program to those that emphasize day camps and field
trips, with almost al} the programs more like the former than the latter.
Based on local program applications, w% conclude that almost all programs
claim to‘be academic. . Through site visits to eleven distwricts we were

able to verify that activities conducted by actual projects were tonsistent
with the descriptions presented in 'Title I applications. The programs
average five or six weeks in length and generally run from two ‘to four
hours per day. The majority of programs seryp students in.some or all of

grades one through six. _ ' ' | .
. r : "

We found that summer programs generally provide as much or more in-
struction than the school-year programs, usually at less cost aer student -
per hour of instru(tion, although there is large variation in these fig-
ures,

- ‘ g'
One df the major probiems encountered in local summer programs 1is
reaching all the students recommended for participation in the gsummer pro-
gram. Districts need incentives with which to attract these students to

summer school Similarly, coordination of the gsummer prog;am with the

preceding and &ollowing school- ~year programs is a key elemént which poses

Bl

a challehge to Title I staff- but one which is generally recognized. An
additional problem is that gsummer programs tend to be staffi? by non-.___
Title T teachers, of ten resulting in a gtaff unfamiliar with the partici--
pating gtudents.

Our analysis of the Title I law and regulations pertaining to the
operation of summer programs concludes that although summer school activi—\
ties have on several occasions been identified as operating out of com-
pliance with Title I rules this need not be the case. Title I programs

may be undertaken during the summer months without running afoul of the

) ! iid
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‘Titlorl regal framework 80. 10ng as sufficient attention ig %aid to the

: Bpecial 1mp1emen€ntion of these rules-—particularly those pertaintng to

student selection and to the prohi ition againet supplanting

Although we did not megsure the impact oﬁ_the‘summer prggrans; the

'nepotts offacademic achi ‘_gnt'from'staff and students were generglly
positivé. Summér school?ié viewed by locdal educators as a-way of ptévid—
ing intensive instruction which at the_léast is judged to keep students
from falling further behind. It 1s also viewad as a }y of tmproving -
" the attitudes of . stude?ts towards school and hence their motivgtion
Teachers also noted that a difference could be seen in the beginning of
the regular_ year betwegn‘%tddents who had and had ‘not participated in a-
summer_program. Finally, with a few exceptions, summer programc‘pnovide

a pleasant environment for students both in terms of facilities and

atmosphere. '
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-1 ., INTRODUCTION
;o p : | k
Recent research on the effectiveness of ESEA Title I programs in
Increasing the achievement of disadvantaged children has suggested that
the summer‘may be a critical period of time Although pot conclusive,“
analyses of longitudinal data from compensatory education programs indi-
cate that while programs may be successful in raising achievement gains.

quring the- school year, these gains ar¥ fiot uniformly sustained over the

. \
gummer months (David and Pelavin, 1977; Pelavin and David, 1977). Neither

data from local-and state Title 1 evaluation reports nor data from state-

wide testing programs provide strong_evidence of sustained effectiveness

"of Title I when measured over more than one year. Since a major gohl of

Title I 18 to increase the academic futures of educationally disadvantaged
students in the hope of broadening opportunities for them, 1t 1is important

E to consider alternative strategies for attaining the goa1~of sustained

effectiveness. The encouragement of Title I summer:programs 1s one possi- "

i

ble strategy meriting review. ' ‘.‘ ' i

“1This study was undertakon for the purpose of determining what prac-
tices currently exist in Tit]e T summer programs. The - primary purpose
therefore js desériptive—~to determine what types of Title [ summer pro-
grams ‘have been launched,.what populations are served, how much they' -
cost, and other relevant descriptors. Althuugh én initial goal uf this
review was to ascertain the impact of the summer programs on achievement,

adequate data for such a detérmination were not available.

The study consisted of accumulating existing descriptive informa-

-tion on Title 1 summer programs at the national, state, and local levels.

Sinte 1ittle information exists 1in writing, we selected a sample of-
three states\(Oregon, Wisconsgin and €eorgia) for intensive study. For

each of thesé,states; we obtained descriptive information on Title I

- summer programg in the state and visited three or four programs to verify _

the descriptive information anﬂﬁto obtain more detailed descriptiona of

their practices.. .

. . L . 5 ‘ _ , ' , 5
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Section II of this report presents the infofm;tipn obtained at the
national level (inclqdiqg information gleaned from the state Title I
reports). Section IIl'Lohtains-the results of the statewide survey ofﬂ
the three-state sample. Section IV presents'theﬂcase study findings
from the site visitg. Since cost considerations are a major concern and
are often complicated id terms of'gbhpariéons between school~year and .
summer program costs, the cost ddta are presented separately and dis- -
cussed in Section V. Because the organization and administraﬁion of
summéi programs differ from schdol-year pfogramé'in'éigniffqhhf-wéys; oy
Section VI considers the implications of certain Title I rules for the
operation of summer progréﬁs. "Section VII contains‘a summary of the

f{ndings in terms of what might be expected if additional funds were

available for Title T summer programs.
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IT TITLE T SUMMER PROGRAMS ACROSS THE NATION
, There 18 no comprehensive documentation at the Federal level on
current practices in Title T summer brograms.( We therefore turned to

twq(alternative gsQurces of data. The first 18 the information obtained'

-1k the national - urveyscarried out by the National-{nstitute of- Pdueation-~~;~7—m¥m¢e—

(NIE) in their C ngressiona]ly mandated Compensatory Education Study.

~

[

e Title T reports produced annually by each state

\ N *
edugation agency (SEA) for the Office of Education.
. ’ [ 3

The‘national survey conducted under the directioniof NIE was de-
siéned‘”to describe the services delivered under the rubric of compensa-
tory education; what the recipients of these gervices are like and lﬂ.{
they are selected, and how the services are planned, delivered and - -
evalu?ted by the -8chool districts-receiving compensatory education funds”
(NIE, 1976). The survey, based on a nationally representative sample of'
school districts, included a series of questions related to the provision

of services in Title 1 summer programs. o
/ a

From the survey data, we Found that 14.5% of all Title I‘districts
have 'a Title T summer ‘program (2,003 districts out of 13,841 distric&s)
The districts with Summer programs were compared to those-without on
three contextual factors: non-Federal per pupill expenditure, average
family income, and slze of school enrollment. Daua indicated that ' . -

districts with summer programs tended to have lower non-Federal per pupil

N

expenditures and lower average family incomes than districts?without sum-

mer .programs, but they did not differ on size of mchool eanrollment.

" Readiné is taught in approximately half of the summer programs, as
are math gnd lapguage arts. (These are not mutuaily exclusive and the

* ) . Co . L
Additional information on the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of -
summer school programs is expected to be available by the end of 1980 '
from the Office of Education 8 study of the Sustaining Effects of
Compensatory Education -

X
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extent of the errlap was not determined.) . 90c1&1 .studies and anlish
are each provided in approximately one- quarter of the programs. The sup-
mer programs are heavily concentrated in pre-kindergarten through sixth
grade with slightly fewer in pre- kindergarten and kindergarten.than in

* grades one Lhrough six. There are pra<tt(a]1y no Title I summer programs

1n grades seven through Lwolve The programs provide, on the average,
" L}

20 to 40 minutes of instruction per-day in each sulfject taught.

In the absence of any other national sources of data on the preva-
* lence of characteristics of Title I summer programs, we turned to the;SEA
® Title 1 reports for the years 1974 through 1977. From the reports in
which information on summer programs was reported separatelfﬁ we obtained
+ the percent of the Title T budget spent on summer programs and counts of
the number of- districtq with school-year programQ, with summer pro?rams,

*
and with both Lypes ‘of programs. These data are presented in Table 1l

-~
»

The entries in Column T, percept of state's Title I budget for l.EAs
spent on summer progrdms, suggest a decreasing emphasis on summer programs )
since 1974, Althouéh the data are far from complete, the overall trend
“from 6 9% of the budgeL in-1974 to 4.8% in 1977 is also ref]ected in ten

of the thirteen states for which there are at least two years of data.

Columns II,'IIf and 1V contain the numbers of districts offering
_summer programs, the number offering school-year pfogramg, and their over-
lap where available. Thege figures also suggest a dec]inihg enphasis oh ¢
qummer'prsgramé with most gtates qhowing a decrease in the number of

Y
districts with Summer programs across years.’ Column IV contains the. awer-

-

>

lap figureb which indicate that few diqtrictq have - summer programs only

The vaqL major}ty of digtricts with summer programs also have school-year

u ~

programs,
-
Overall, data on the national picture are sketchy, but there is

enough information to suggest that Title I summer programs are not wide-

qpread and that the trend-secmsg to be towards a decrease in emphasis on

* . _ _
We also Obtained per pupil expenditures of school-year and summer pro-
grams. These data are discussed in Section TV. |,

- -[*
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o ' Table 1 -

~ A\ - .

OPERATION OF TITLE I SUMMER PROGRAMS AS REPORTED BY SEAs

Number of Districts
Operating Title I Program

| 1 IT 11 1V
X' of Budget for School- '
_State Year ~  Summer Programs® Summer ' Year .Both
. Alabama - - 1977 - — - - 5% S 12 126 ¥
Arizona 1975 7 - 4S " 136 36
1976 7! .54 142 51
_ 1977 11 - 55 149 . - 48
" Arkansas . 1974 2t 32 - 372 32
. 1975 - 2" 26 . 362 26
- 976 D 22 393 22
L1977 ' — . 2 377 21
Georgla - 1974 ° 9. 46 188 46
. 1975 7 39 188 39
" Hawali . 1974 6 3 10 3
"Kansas 1977 7 102 253 80
. Lphisjanai " 1974 - 3 20 _ 66 %
1975 , 4 21 ' 66 -
R ST T 2 19 . 66 .
Missouri. @& 1974 16- Cet 146 388, 121
ol s 16 STy o335 Q124
.~ 1976 _ 12 - .. e . 347 g -
Nebraska .| 1974 - 11 Y 4 260 . ¥
, | ) Sy 7 T L 256 '—-:'
: 11976, B 257 =
7 19723‘(' 5 ;o - 40 252 -
* — ' T |
*"Budget" as used here refers to the total Title 1. hudget available for .
allocatian to' LEAs. . ,
 Summ 8cdhool costs were calculated for instructiong; services and

support services only. Thus this figure ig an underestimate.

§ Not repotted ' ~ " .
i ¢ ) y : i
bx . : ) ) = : -~- ) * | L
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- T T e v ey of Districey

L e S S _Opetiviog £@t1§ I'Ptdgréﬁ o
A T AN ST § SLAEE 1V —

- .o J XoE Budget‘. ﬁ R ‘School- - *—’7——' B

State .- -113_9_1;- Summer Pnoirama J° . Summér,. ¢ _-Year ° _B;d‘t‘:_fs .,;' ) .'ﬁ

" New Haﬁp;hixa, , 1974 v ,f:,j‘13 ,';‘;f?\~f;28' \”3;';5633"}_‘h '112j:_ : i

RIS PR 1974 S B FTRY BT 1 SR - RS
K o \-;975.‘." ; . 10 o _"“83‘ , 22? . ;-::‘ - ‘

JE e - O L ST T BRI 1 I -

- | ‘ - ’ "" 1977’:‘. ‘:.' / . \10‘ ;’. L \\66 MZ‘ST:‘ .";"fg o 1

Rhode Teland . .71974. 0 | St 100 L 4k .;“f;;;*r-,; <

_ L1975
South "Carol.;)',rfa 1974 o
" 1975 L7
_ S 1976
. L1977
. South Dakota © 1974, -
o : EETY LI
R 1976 , - -
1977

 Tennessee ‘1975

»
W B NN W R R N W S e
L4
L
‘.
4
o
's
-+
e
¢
L 4

coT 1976 , §! o
Texas . L1974 - 6T Y133 . L,0m -
1975 "9 133 7 7,013
To1976 5 112° ¥ 1,012
| 1977 b 103 1,011,
Vermont 1974 6 19 74 19 .
‘¢ " .

»* . . , p) ' . . B . .
"Budget" as used here'-~refers to the total Title I budget avail_able for .
allocatiaon to LEAs e .. '

_ tSummer school costs were calcnlated for instructional services and
' support services only. Thus this figure 18 an underestimate.

§Not reported. . - L ' | ' ‘ .o
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) : . Table 1 (Concluded) SR
<.
. . ' . r -
r 0 e / * . - .
) - . . Number gf Districts
N - - o _ ngratihgigitle 1 Program . .
| . I, . g I W,
. CA X of Budget for - " ° R School~ o -
' State ~ - Year Summer Programs . Summer - . .Yeer ‘Both ' -
3 Wigconsin-l 1974 - .08, 'i\j o1 ‘>§22 L 132
L 1976 5 .0 140 7 386 138 -
) . 1977 ‘ b ©oo13 s 391 112 .

-~ Mean 1975 (n=15) 6.9%. r; | e o~
L1975 (ael13) 6,37 | '
. 1976 (n=10) 5.2% . . - R -
- .;977 (nell) 4.8% o oW

i . . o e
. \ . N :

et "Budget".as used here refers to- the total Title I budget avatlable.fqg - ~’::
' : allocation to LEAs: | o . . .

PR

VA

* Summer school ‘costs were calculated for instructional aervlces and ‘ §
__support services.only. Thus this figupe_is an underesttmate. . N T

-

' th;rgported. '
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" summey programs. This trend is consistent with tﬁe neéd of many dis-
tricts to‘limit the scope of Title I programs to accommodate increasing
costs. Thg trend 1s perhaps also a reflection of the relative ease dith
which a suﬁmer component can be elim%pated when a district finds {1t

heceasarf to cut back its overall expenditures.
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Tt TITLE 1 SUMMER PROGRAM$ IN THREE PTATES
b
' :3, To obtain more information on the characteristics of Title 1| summer
programs, we chose three states for further study: Wisconsin, Georgila,
\
and Oregon. We felt that information from threc states would provide ‘a

<
reasonable basis for determlning the ranbe and variation of summer

prograh prattites The threo statoq were arbitrarily chosen from among ...........
those qtntes with relat(voly high percents of their Tttle I budgets

‘spent on summer programs. Kor each of the three states, we used as our

data source local education agency (LEA) applications to the state for

Title T funds. 1In Oregon we perused a random half (41) of the total ! "

number of applications for Title I gummer school funds {(a total of 83),
In Wisconsin, we reviewed every other applieation: 75 out of 140. In
Georgia, we.read 18 of the_27 gummer program applieations. Frem these
we were gble roughly to characterize the.-gummer programs in terms of

type of program, length ‘of prograh, and grade levels served .

~

We classified the summer ‘pPrograms a(cord{ng to whether their

written descriptions indicated that the program was pridarily’academ{c

' or nonacademic. We treated programs that were exclusively pre-kinder-
garten or kindergarton separately since it is more difficult to define

academtt" for young children 1able 2 presents, by state, the number

and percent of each state's summer programs that fall into three classi-
fications: those that are ngt_exc]usively pre—kindergarten or kinder- '
garten, those that are, and thoqe for which sufficient Information was
not available to make a determination about type of program. Those
prograps not excluqively pre~- kindergarten or klndergarten are classified,
9; acadcmic_or nonacademic. The data show that 29% of the summer programs

. 1n Wisconsin are pre-kindergarten or kindergarten, while the programs of ,

the other two states serve older children. With regard to the academic

or nonacademic character of the programs abqve kindergarten, the over~ °
yhelming majority of programs In all three states (86%, 83%, and 100%)
were judgeq’by their descriptions to be academlcally oriented.

v o
i

9

*
~




Table 2°

4

TYPE OF TITLE T SUMMER PROGRAMS PROPOSED IN kEA APPLICATIONé

_ Oregon . Wisconsin - Georgia
Iype of Program (n=41) \ (n=75) (n=18)
Number and ﬁ\rcent of programs . 36 ' '53 ) 17
not exclusively pre-kinder- (88%) (71%) : (94%)
garten or- kindergarten , , .
Number and percent academic } 31 44 \ 17
L _ (862) o (83%) . (100%)
Number and percent-non—academic 5 . 9 - "0
(14%) (17%) : (0%)
Number and percent, of programs _ 0 22 . 1
exclusively. predkindergarten ' '(&Z) oL (29 . (6%)
or kindergarten ' ' ' 4
Number and percent of programs 5 0 0
with insuffic{ent information (12%) (0x) ip%)

tor classify

(

We then classified each program, by state, into the length of the
program in weeks and the type of program. Table 3 presents this 1nfor—
mation. Leoking first at the totals for each state, we find that most
prograds are about six weeks long with four weeks and five weeks ag the -
next most frequent length,. Looking at data for each statey we find a
slight tendency for preschool programs to be a little shorter in length.u
Comparing the states, we observe that the programs 1n Georgia tend to run

a little 1onger on the average than in the othqr two states.

Finally, we were able to determine the grade levels served by each
summer program. Table 4 presents. these _data by state and by grade level.
&
Each entry is the percent of all Title I summer programs in the state.

that serve a.given grade level. Thus, for example, in Wisconsin 63%

- of the summer pfograms serve students in first grade, while only 12%
- of the program sery€ students. in eighth grade. 1In Oregon, only

¢

10
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: Table 3 )
LENGT{(" F TITLE I SUMMER PROGRAM BY PROGRAM TYPE
ﬁ)Number of Programs in Each Category) ' _ -~
Type of Program, L' . Number of Weeks . R
) TTITTAT TS s 1 8 & m '
\ : . :
Oregon E _ S _ L
Acddemic 4 7. 1w 5
. s) ' - . .
Non-academ.if. o o 2 . 1 1 1
. No inform&tion 1 4
— —— i o ——p— oar—a— ——— — ——
4 10 19 1 1 |
J ’ N
_ 8 3 51 2 '
] Non-academic 8
" PK/K, only 1 _ 1 40 09 1 - - —
" Total . 1 15 7 .48 2 | 2
Georgia . , ’ : . : ;
Academic S | 19 2 3 1 /
Non-academic o : L ' T o
* * PK/K Only e A o
Total .1 1. 10 2 31
' A
S . ..

b
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e o . . ) Table 4
GRADES SERVED BY TITLE I SUMMER PROGRAMS
'(Percent of,all Title I summer programs in state)
State ~ 'n PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10 11 ~12

Wisdonsin 75 67% .. 51X 631 63% 61% 53%  44%  37%  15%  12%. 8X 8% 7% 5%

Coregon 41 81 17 72 83 928 86t 83 o8I 47 36 ‘3, 28 2 14

7 Georgia 18 0 22 83 89 “9%4 72 . 6l. 61 39 -28 6 6 O O
..o A . a o ‘ T ' -
i T L“% —- _‘ ~—
Unweighted o o i '
Mean Percent 25 30 73 78 8 W 63 60 34 25 15 14 10 6




-and eight. ﬁ

~§

. 8% of the programs gerve pre-kindergarten while 92X serve third graders.

Similarly 1in Georgia, 94X of the prbgrams serve third graders as com-
pared to 22% .in kindergarten and 6% in ninth grade. InHW£9consin, the
greatest emgpasis 18 on serving students in pre- kindergarten through
third grade with a secondary emphasis on grades four through gix. 1In
Oregon aqd Georéia, the vast méjortty of the programs serve atudenps'

in gragéé one through six.” The 1na; row presents the unweighted average
racrogs the three stateés .to give an approximate idea of relative em-
phasiﬁi* These figiires suggpét that summer programs tend to focus

first on students in grades one thfough six, with about half as many

serving students in prekindergarten and kindergarten and grades seven
/\/

’

In summary, from the LEA applications in these three states, we
conclude' that modt summer programs are academically oriented as judged
by their written dLS(riptiOHB, that the programs tend to run ah0ut six

weeks, and that the programs are prodominantly in g(ades one thqqugh

six,
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We limited ourselves here and throughouﬁ“to simple averages since the
Intent 18 to cdmmunicate/geneﬁal trends; not precise, nationally rep-
reseﬁtative statistics. With this goal, and a purposive sample of

chree gstates, the development of a weighting scheme seemed. 1nappropriate.



Tk

IV TITLE 1'SUMMER PROGRAMS IN ELEVEN DISTRICTS
L &
In addition to collecting {information at the state level for Oregon, .

Wisconsin, and Georgia, we visited a tota1 of eleven programs in those

*
,8tates during their .operation in the summer of 1977.~,T%e purpose of

r

-these visite was first to validate our categorization gf programs as aca-

démic or nonacademic, as determined initially by the pragram deacription. '

~in the local Title I appjiqations The second purpose was to obtain more

detailed information on the operatihg characteristics of the programs,

gince the information on the project applicatione was often quite aketchy

Firat and foremost we found that our claaaifications of program
types were accurate, Programs deacribed in their applications as aca-
demic were in fact academic (ten of the eleven visited). This lends
,validity to our conclusions based on the state reports in Section III.
Basic faétual information on the eleven programg visited is containedi
in Table 5. The columns are described below under the following head-
ings: Grade Level- (Column I), Amount of-Instruétion'(Columns I1, II,
1V and V), Participants (Column VI), and Staffing (Columns VII; VIII,
and IX). | |

-

Grade Level

Column I shows the grades gserved- by each program, supporting the con~-. .
clusion stated above that the greatest emphi?is in su programs tends |
e

to be on grades one through six. Staff in

~
*

veral d icts ment foned ﬁﬁlu,

N

The programs were gselected on the basis of-thelir batential for providing
achievement data, ‘the dates of the summer program and the willingness ' ‘
of the district to cooperate. An initial goal of the study was to Cow
obtain data .that would” permit estimates of the impact of summer school ' -
on achieyement. Unfortunately, even by 3e1ecting districts with a .
Jminimum of fall and spring tests, we were not able to obtain scores on T
a sample large enough to suppoxpt analysis. ' :

A} s | . ° - o '
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‘Table 5
~ \SELECTED CHERACTERISTICS OF ELEVEN TITLE I SUMMER PROGRAMS
: 1 I1 I11 P vV VII viit  IX
*'—k\) Number S Number  Number
B Grades Length Hoyrs Number . Class Number Number - , Adult Student
"~ __Program Served  In Weeks Per Day Sesgion® Size Students ° Teachers Aides -+ Wides
Oregon 1 - K-6 6 .11/2 3 : 710 130 5 3 2
.’ v T . ) i »
Oregon 2 - K-4 6 .2 1/2 1 15 . 70 4 4 4
N ' ' N ) * - \
Oregom, 3 1-6 s 6 2 1/4 1 10 120 19 0 0
_ Oregon 4 K- 4 3 1 15 532 25 24 25 -
\ o~ ') . N N ’
Georgia 1 - 1-4 7 3 1 12 1,000 80 0 0
Georgia 2 1-6 7 6 1 - 20 ‘580 28 28 6
. : (Max) A .
Georgia'd = K-6 5 41/2 1 10-15 660. 30 30 0
Georgla 4 . 3-6 8 5 1 18- . 143 8 8 -0
. (Max) .. & '
: oA ,
Wisconsin 1  PK-& 6 3 1 12-22 450 16 '16 0
I S \ .
Wisconsin 2 _ K-5 6- 1 3 8 115 7 6. 0
6 1 1/4 2 ‘12 .10 0 0
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that it is more diffzcult to get older children into the program because

. they are lured by summer job opportunities.

\

Amount of Instruction

' . . ’ .

As the state data suggested, the average leng%h of the programs

visited was' about six Weeks, with the programs in Georgila tending to run

a little 1onger (Column II) Column IIT contains the number of hours
per day that each program lasted. These figures range from'a low-of one
hour to a high of six "hours, with’ most programs averaging about three
houra Tablé 6_compares the information we obtained on regular gchool-
year and summer programs .in these districts? We found that most school-
yaar pragrams provide appraximately one~half hour of instruction for®
Title T participants three to five daya.6er week, generally in a pull-
out setting. The table'shoﬁa that summer prograﬁs\involve congiderably
more hours per weck. However, ualike school-;ear programg which offer
ingtruction’'during a part of the school day, some portion of the time
reported for Title I-funded éummer programs may be'apent in noninstruc-
tional activity suchiaa breakfasts anﬁ recess. Additionally, summer

Title 1 programs are usually the only kind of academic 1uatruction

provided during that period 'ﬁhereas scHool-year Title 1 id provided

‘in addition to base program <ourseq, e.g., reading and math Given

these qualifications the data indicate that summer School generally
provides congiderably more Title I ingtruction per day and per week .than

the school-year program in these districts.

As reported in Table 5, we found that most of the summer programs

ran only one session (Column IV). A few, however, had multiple sessions

"generally serving one group of students from 8:00 to 10:00, for example,
-and a second group from 10:00 to 12:00. Comparing Columns III and IV shows

that qultiple aeaaiona'are agsociated with shorter programs in terms of

hours per day. $

Column V contains approximate figures for class size in the summer
programs. (lasses range from 8 to 22, with the average about 13 students

per class. Again, compared to the school year, these are much smaller

16
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[} . Table 6 . ' ' N
".f"ﬂCOMPARISON OF NUMBER OF HOURS THAT STUDENTS ‘PARTICIPATE IN 'L‘ITLE_ I X
: o P 'SCHOOL—_YEAR AND SUMMER PROGRAMS IN ELEVEN DISTRICTS
::":-"-\. ) e . . -
o LN Regulat School Year B Summer
Program Hours/Day Days/Week Hours/Week Hours/Day Days/Week Hours/Week
Oregon’ 1 - -.,'1/2. 4 ‘ 2 1 1/2 .5 C71/2
Tk ;oK ‘ * . :
2 No . No No 21/2 5 12 1/2
s 3 /2 . ..V v 21/ . . 5 111/4
\? 4 1/2 | s 2172 3 - N.A. N
A - ‘ . - . i . .
_ B Georgla 1 1-3 o 5 10 3 - 5 11/2
2. 2 \‘\N.'A. N.A. 6 | 5 | 30
T3 N.A. N.A. + N.A. 41/2 5, 22 1/2
4 N.A.  N.A. CN.AL 5 5 025
Wisconsin 1 1/2 4 2 3 N.A. -
2 m 1/2 3-5, - 4. 1 5
3 1/2 5 2 1/2 C 1 1/4 . 6.1/4
- l / ’ ‘ Ce o S | \\
Key: No - No Title I program operated. o ‘ A
V - Number varies during year. . ,
N.A. - Data not available. o o .
x ‘ x |
State Learning Disability funds are used to fund a pull-out program for 3/4 hour per day.
» ) N
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classes than regular echool—year ck@esee, but may be similar in size to

small groups pulled out of regular ‘classes for Title L servicés during

the school year. - , ,,? y \
Participants . g " ’ “ | “ .
Column VI prgsents:the number of participants in each of the summer (

programs, ranging from 70 to 1,000. Of more interest-than absolute size,

however, 18 the extent of‘bver]ap between school~year Title I paftici—

pantg and summer 8chool participants. We areconcerned with. this over- T
lap in the context of program continuit&. Summer programs aré more ’ -
likely to affect student achievement if they are coordinated with schaol-
year programs 8O that they provide a continuous educational program for

Andividual students. This means that the summer school cuqriculum should o
.gé'coordinqted with the instructional programs of the school years be-
tween which 1t 1s S@ndwiched. Attempts to achleve such coordination,
however, require that there are students who participate in Both
sqhoo];year and summer .programs. The émaller the percentage of;Title I
students with continuous participation, the more.difficult cooraination

- becomes . ?his 1s particularly problematié when the Title I summer

school enrollment 1s only a émqll fraction of the Title T school-year

enrollment.

In each district Qe.attehpted.to detgrmine the extent of continu-
1ty betweeﬂ school-year and summer Title i_pgrticipation. lWe could
not obtaln exact figures for any of the possible éombinations of par-
ticipation in a Title T summer program, the pféceding schooi¥year
Title I program, and the following school—year Title I program. For
most of the programs, we were able té'de;erﬁipe only that "@ost" Title
I summer school participants attended the preceding;yéar'h_progfams gnd
"most' were expected to attend the foliowing school-year program, where >
"most" ranged from 60% to 80%. We used these rough figures to cstimate
the minimum aﬁd,maximum possible cpntingity ACTO88 twWo school-year pro-

. grams and the-intervening summer program.

The estimate of minimum cOntinuity is obtained by uéing-the 60%

figure and Zssuring minimal qvérlap between the two groups of summer

‘18



, Title 1 program. Students are usually referred to summer school either

a S : g e M

* \

school participants: those who attended the preceding. school-year
program and those who will attend the fo]lowing 8ch061—year“program.

The minimal possible overlap of these two groups, egch representing

60% of all summer school part}gipénts, is 20% (120-100). Hence the
worst possible case shows that only 20% of the summer school partici-
pants may be having a continuous Tifle I experience. On the other side,
using the larger estimate of 80% and assuming maximum (total) overlap
between—the two groups defined above resu]tf in a far more positiﬁe
Pplcture-~that 80% of the summer school participants.ére-receiving a : N

4

continuous Title I experience.
/

These calculations are intended only to communicate the possible
range of the percent of summer school participants whq/attend Tifle.I.
programs during the preceding and following school years. The estimates .
suggest that continuity‘may be'a serious problem, particularly if the
minimal estimate is8 a more accurate one. Howe;gr, even if -the maximum
estimate of continuous participatioh is accurate, continuity remains a
challenging problem if thenpotal summer school enrollment is significantly

smaller than the school year Title I enrollment.

Students are selected -for summer school participation in much the

same way as they are selected for participation in the school-yeaf

by their regu]ar or Title‘l gchool-year teacher. First priority for
summer participation generally goes to students already in the school-
year Title 1 program. bUne district waé an exception in that it had a
substantial number of Title I eligible students who were not served
during the school year. Consequently, a speclal effort was made to

reach these\students-during the summer. In all districts, the problem

[ 4
. of recommended students not showing up was cited. In these cases, the

summer programs are filled by students -not in the school-year program ,

and at times of quéstionable Title I eligibility.

~ L

Staffing : : S g
Columns VII, VIII and IX contain the number of teachers, adult aldes,

and student aides in each of the programs. All but three of the programs

10 . : )
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employed approximately the game - numBer of aides asg eachers and, in addi-
tion, four used student aides (usually high school Etgaents). Teachers
are generally selected from appliaationS'for summer school positions.
Usually more apply than are'accepted but most are pot school-year Title T

teachers, The reasons most frequently cited for this were: first, that .

Title I teachers are "burned. oﬁt by the end of the school year and - d'.'.g
second, that Title I funds during the schooi year are usually spent_on o
aides’ rather than teachers° hencd, there is only a amall pool of teachers

funded by Title I and therefore identified as Title I teachers. o
>

Some districts try ﬁo hire teachers with knowledge of and previous
experience with 1itle 1. Others spe(ifically want to use non~Tit1e 1
teachers 1in order Lo introdU(c ‘them to the needs of diSadvantaged stu—.

e
~dentd. ‘The most frequent complaint about qtaffing was the problem of
lhaving a teacher t()tally unfamiliar with all the studetﬂa and qometimeq

‘teaching a_d_\'erent grade lcvel than he or slie taugh( during the ' _-:ﬁ--

PR . .
school year, '™ i . o L ( i _ et

Conclusions amd Impressions ' : : o _ ‘. ot
. ‘. - '

From the viaits to ‘eleven programs, we found that most programa
described as academic do in fact provtde atademic instruction as opposed
to nonacademic ac%ivities such as’ arta and crafta._ In fact,-thdbe QES}
grams provide <onqiderab]y more inaturction per day than the Title T
school-year program in the same distrihtg The site-viaff/’inc]udeg
observations at a total of 29 different schools. From this "total,.our
impression was.that most are extremely pleasanghplaces to be both 4in
terms of physical environment .and atmosphere. In several programs such ' ¢
factors-as fans or air condttionlng, student work decorating the build-
ing, comfortable reading areas, and other mbre intangible attributes
(for example, one project supervisor krew eacn.child's naﬁe) contributed
l to tnis impression. A total of ten schoolﬁ,lall located in two of the
eleven districts, were of questionable comfort in terms of physical
environment and atmosphere (for example, a’ non—air conditioned building
in 105-degree weatner! se;eral groups of students,doing different activ-
ities in the same noisy room4 and instances of insufficient numbers of
activities to keep ali‘children occupied}. i : S . : -~
, . 20
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0f the eleven programs visited, approximately half wefe run by

teachers or counselors as opposed to adminiptrators.' Our impression

was that these brograms were better organized and raﬁ more émoothly, ' .
.probably because these "summer directors" in their school-yéar capacity

as teachers or counselors were already familiaf with the students.

and the staff and tended to be in the school at all times and involved

in the classroom activities.

.

Comments from sumﬁér‘school staff were generally positive, They

-eommented that summer school helps students‘ attitudes énd-m&tivation.
SLaff also noted that in the fall fo]lowing the summer program, Title I
teachers claim that they see a difference in. Title 1 students wbo did
and did not participd&n in the summer program. They also feel that_the - -
wtudents ''get more for their money" in summer school because more inten-
sive instruction is pr9vided. On the ﬁegative side, the most serious
problems.cited,were thét teachers are often unfamiliar with the students,’
- that the same materials agg“used‘ovér and over, and that students would

have mofe'incéntivg to attend 1} theré were éome sort of credit given

for summeginchool_par?icipation._ Staff also cited proﬁiems with coordi-

hating tﬁz summer component with the school-year progfam. It is -
4bncouraging that there is concern with coordinating the programs; how- -
ever, the concern was prlmarily directed towards c00rdinating the summer l

sprogram with the previous qghoo] ~-year's program and little mention was

made of coordination with the following year's program.

- N Ovéréll,‘howeﬁer,'the genéral impression from both, staff and stu-
dgnts is that Title I summer programs provideinotlonly a pleasant en-
vironment but also a gignificant amount of instruction without which,

it is felt, the students would fall further behind. - R ' .

AN ' . . ~
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\) COSTS OF TITLE-1 SUMMER PROGRAMS

It is misleading ‘to compare total .costs of. Title I summer programs
to. Title I school-year programs* because of substantial differences be-
tween the programs. School-year programa require expenditures over a
nine—month period as opposed to a- five— or six-week summer program. Sum- - - - —
mer programs, however{ usually provide more Title I instruction per day
and‘per week than school-year programs. Therefore, a more appropriate -
comparison of costs is the dollar amount per pupil per hour of services

between Title I summer programs and Title & school—year programs.
. . , \ .
" To calculate this figure for summer programs, we increased our sample

of,statea to.insure regional representation. To Oregon, Wiaconsin, and

Georgla, we added Pennsylvania, New York, Texas, and California " We-

later eliminated California after aacertaining that the state had vir-

tually no Title I gsummer programs. We telephoned the state adminiatrativé’ \\
offices to obtain a list of approximately 20 districts that operated “";u)
Title I summer programs in each'state. 1In all states an attempt was. made

to choose districts that ranged from'large to small and from urban to rural.

" This resulted in a list: of 102 districts that were surveyed. We then

called the district (speaking uaually to the.Title f coordinator or  the
diatrictghusiness.manager) and aa&ed how hany students participated in
the program, how long the ‘program lasted (hours per day and number qf
days), and the cost of the program. " The fiscal information included the
figure reported as the diréct cost of the program, the portion of the
direct costs paid by Title I versus the portion contributed by other

sourg¢es, and the major categbr@!s covered by the direct cost figure.

* ' ‘ : '

"School~year programs' as used here refers to the provision of supple-
mentary services with Title I funds over and above base program services
in the given subjett matter.

22
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0f the 102 61Btr1cta surveyed, 78 paid 100X of the direct costs
with Title I funds.* One district in Texas'paid for the entire program
yith state compensatory funds and one district in New York péid for
half of /the program with state funds set aside to help pupils with
épecial educational neetis (PSEN).’ Two districts in-Pennsylvania lplif
the cost between Title I (85% and 34%) and the district's general fund
(152 and_ 662). Tw?'districts in Oregon and one in New York used Federal
funds allocated to P.L. 874, Public Housing Funds, to pay between 131‘
o and 56% of the direct costs. _ L

-In looking at the distribution of costs across prograd accounts, we

find that genérally the instructional sala;ies and the cost of instructional-
materials are considered a direct cost and are paid by the Title I summer
school account. The exception to this statement 18 a group of 10 districts
which used supplies left from the regular school year and did not buy any
materials specifically for Title I summer school. When transportation was
provided (approxime}ely 60% gf the districts provided this sefvice), aome ‘\
portion of the cost was usually covered by the Title I summer school account.
The cost for admiﬁistrative gervices was often split between Title I summer
program and the non-Title I regular session account, although some districts

used regular session Title I funds as well. Many of the districts didn't

-t

provide personnel or support services, a food program, or noontime super-
vision during the summer program, but those that did genérally pald for
' them with Title I funds.

We did.not receive information from all districts about the cost® of
maintenance or utiiities. Of those districts for which information was-

available,- most of them said the district, rather than Title I, bore the

'

cost. ”

_ *:%Ie 7 contains a summary of the fiscal information for each of the
six states. Column'I shows the mean per :pupil expenditure (PPE) and the

range of such’expenditures. These figures-were calculated for each district

a2

* ' .
The other districts' figures were included because Title I summer pro-
grams were operated in the state overall and these programs were gen-
erally the same ag the Title I-funded projects except for funding source.

. _ s

1
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) _ 3 {. ] ‘Table 7.
TITLE I SUMMER PROGRAM COSTS
| I 11 II1 v
' Total + Total« Number ~ Cost Per
? L ”'FEEL - Number " Hours _ Student .
S State . Summar . _Days Per Day _Per Hour" ) -

Georgia ' $160 32.2 3.9 $1.32

(n=18) " $57-$252 20-45 . 2-6 $0.63-$2.10

New York ) $124 25.2 2.1 82.62

(n=16) $27-$270 20-30  1-3.5 $1.22-$6.00

. Oregon $142 25.3 2.7 ) . $82.42
: (n=16) $42-$370 16-40 ,5=5 $0.51-$5.19

\ i ) . »
Pennsylvania $122 25.4 3.5 $1.52
(n=17) $32-$193 '16-30 1-6 80.38-82.49
. ' - .

Texas .y $118 26.2 4.2 ~ $1.04

(n=19) $17-$386 19-40 1-8.5 $0.43-$2.57
‘Wisconsin L $126 28.6 3.5 + 81.30
(n=16) $34-$350 20-30 3-6 $0,38-$3.00

)

- The averages reported:1in each column were -calculated directly from the
district data, therefore the averages in Column IV are not necessarily
the same as if they had been calculated by dividing each Column I
average by the product of the corresponding averages in Columns II. and
IT1Y. -
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]
in each state by dividing the total Title T summer program expendituree
by the number of.students sérved. The mean 18 an unweighted average of
all the districts (the "n" represents number of districts per state for

‘which there was complete information). “Although the range for per pupil

expenditures is8 quite large In all six states, the gvexages are remarkably

similar, ranging from $118 to $160.

Column 11 Qoutainﬂlthe totnl number” of days averaged across program
length for each district ‘and the accompanying rangé. These sfdgures are
also quite’ consistent across states and reflect an average (unweighted)
program 1ength of npproximutely five weeks. Column 11T preqents the
average number of hours per day of the program with the ranges below.

The means range from a Tow of 2.1 hours per day to a high of 4.2 hours

v,
by
a

per day.

]
»

/

Column TV presents the average cost per student per hour in each
summer program. These figures were calculated for each district by
dividing the total per pupil ekpenditurn by the fqtal number of hours
in the program (the number of days times the number of hours per daf)\
These costs also vary considerably within each state'buf.less 80. across
states. The meayr cost per student per hour for summérfprograms has a

high of $2.62 and a low of $1,04 with a mean across gtates of $§1.67.

/
!

It is this figure—*the cost per student per hoqr-—that we can now
compare to the cost of ﬂchool—yeur Title T programg. Thé high and low
number of hours per week for school-year Title I p@ogramslare based on
two sodrces. First, NIE's report on thelrrCompennafory Bducation Study
(NI&, 1976) finds that the average for a school*yenr,Ti le T program
is about 8ix hours per week. Most schools operate for 36 weeks hence
that the national

the total number of hours is 216, NIE also estimate
average per pupil expeudNture for Title 1 programs' s about $350. These
b two figures were used to calculate the "low cost" {;gure Second, our

estimates of average program length based on inquirles in the districts

vigited, revealed a substantially lower number of hours for schooi—year
programs. We found that school—year programs provide from .20 to 30 min-
utes per day of 1nstruction four or five days a week--a total ‘of about

two hours of instructional services per week or 72 hours per school year.

:
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EPRC estimates confirm, however, the average per pupil expenditure for
Title I to be $350. The estimates of twg-hours per week (see Table 6)
and $350 were corroborated by the data athered in this study on school-
year proérams in the diafricts visited,  These figures are used to,cqlcﬁ~
late the "high cost" figuré.* Dividing the average cost per pupil by tge
total number of hours in the programp, we arrived at the high and low |
estimates of costs per pupil per hour during school-year programs; $4.90

and $1.60, respectively.

The bottom half of the table presents the corresponding figures for
summer programs based on the two states in Table 7 with the lowest and
highest total number hours of services (the ppéd 't of Columns IT and
IIT). These are New York with 52.9 hours and Geprgia with 125.6 hours.
These figures are quite rough‘but do suggest (con rary to general belief)
that summer programs certainly are not more expensive than school-year
progrgms per hour of services provided. Comparing the high cost figures
in Table 8 for schooleeér and summer programs ($4.90 and $2.62, respec-
'tiver), and'thg low cost figuresh($1.60 and $1.32, respectively), it can
be seen that summer progﬁams are ﬁpt more éxpensive and in fact, seem to

be less expensive.

o ~ The point of presen;ing these figures is not to argue that Title 1
summer programs present a low-cost alternative to school-year Title 1I.
Schoo% year programs are offered in such a way as to supélement base pro-
-gram instruction 4 academic subjects, and our data are not sensitive to
sucﬂ factors as pupil-teacher ratios or extent of individualization. How-
ever, this data does rebut the popular notion thgt Title T gummer programs
are substantiaily more expensive than Title I school-year programs. 1In’
fact, costs are in fhe same general range or even less for summer programs.
When this 18 added to the evidence concerning -the import;nbe of a contin-

uity af services for low-achieving children throughout the calendar .year,

-
‘

~

*Variablessuch as type of staff involved, program design (e.g., heavier |
use of aides), and amount of planning time made available, will have a
significant &ffect on the size of the figure representing total hours
per week. We present both numbers to provide a better idea of the range.

26



the elimination of summer brOgrgma from a district's Title T budget should

?

be seen as a cduse for concern. \

Table 8

COMPARISON OF COSTS BETWEEN TITLE 1
SCHOOL-YEAR AND . SUMMER PROGRAMS

High Low S\X
e Cost “Cost %y T
.. . | AN
School-Year Programs ' *\,
Total ‘hours ' - 72 216
Average cost per pupil o 350 - 350
Approximate cost per pupil per -hour $Ai90' . $1.60
Summer Programs 3
- - . i
Total hours ) 52.9 o 125.6
Average cost per pupil . N - 124 160
* - *
Approx&mate cost per pupll per hour _ §2.62 ' $1.32
See Table 7. : C - 4
. . : » )
L]
4
“ ‘\%
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V1  LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS IN THE DESIGN
OF TITLE I SUMMER PROGRAMS™

"

. This section discusses several legal considerations pertaining to the

design and operation of Title I summer programs. The term 'legal-consid-

erations" 18 used for convenience to refer to constraints on local decision~ °

making imposed by Title I law and regulationg;-~Altheugh all Title 1 pro~— -

grams—;school*year or summer--are covered by the same rules, special con-
sidera\&gn 1s necessary in the.case of summer programs.. fhis 18 true be-

cause summer acitol programs differ from regular-year programs in three.

. ways which_affept the applicationcﬂ?particular Title T rules. Summer pro-

grams do not fall under states; compulsgory attendance laws and thus speclal
student selection problems arise because of the smaller potential group

of participants. Relatea to this 18 the fact that having fewer'el&gible
children willing to attend in each of ‘the eligible attenéance‘areas could
create.diféiculties in determining the geographical reach of the prbject
and its actual locatioh. _Finall;, thé‘abaence of a "normal" state or
local contribution to a base educat;oﬂal-program creates difficulties in

applying the prohibitions against supplanting and related rules.

_. Although.aﬁecific aummer‘school activities have, on several occasions,
been identified as .operating out of compliance with the Title I rules, this
is not necebaarily the case. We generally conclude that Title I programa
may be undertaken during the sutmmer months without running afoul of -the

Title I-legal’framework.

Present Titlé I rules make no express distinction between programs

operated during the regulaf school year and those operated during.the

*This chapter was prepared by Harold R. Winslow, who wishes to acknowledge
the contributions to it made by the studies of the Title I legal £rame-
work undertaken by the Legal Standards Project of the Lawyers' Cofittee
for Civil Rights Under Law, and his conversations with Mr. Robert Silver-
stein of the Project. The conclusions and opinions stated, however, are
thogse of the author. ' : -7 :



summer months. There has beodllittie reason to date to make such dis-
tinctions since the decision to have or not to have summer programs has
been a local one. However, if At became Federal policy to encourage sum—
mer school in all or most districts receiving Title 1 money, various
1saues in applying the Title T rules would arise. Three of the areas in'
which these 1ssues would arise are discussed 1In this section: application
of the attendance area eligibility and targeting, student selection and

retention, and the no-supplanting rules.

.

At this writing, the Congress has just passed the Education Amiend-
ments of 1978, P.L. 95-561. This legislation requires LEAs to give "due
congideration" to means of sustaining gains made by participants "through

such means as summer programs. .. Parts of this legislation also will
have a special .effect on the operation of summer programs. Accordingly,
while the text refers to existing (now prior) law, changes brought about
by P.L. 95~$61 affecting the discussion are described in footnotes to this

section.

Attendance Area Eligibility and TargetfngﬁRules . -

These rules are intended to assure that Title I services are pro-

vided in areas with high concentrations of'low—income children The

“"attendaneg area" is the gevgraphical area in which the children who are
normally served by a particular school reside (Section 116aﬁ’ ). 1In
school-year projects, the attendance areas with low-income concentrations
as high as the district-wide average are considered elig':ible'+ The eli-
gible attendance areas are normally ranked by their concentration of low-
income students and are gerved 1n accordance with those rankings. The

project area" is an eligible attendance area or combination of such

tareas from which the participating students are to be drawn-—regardless‘

of wher# the services are phiysically to be provided (Section 116a.2).

~

* _ - .
Except as otherwise noted, section reYerences are to sections of the

Title I regulations (45 CFR, Parts 1%6 and 116a) as revised by 41 FR
42914 (September 28, 1976).

TThis is .the general rule to which there are certain exceptions not
applicable to this distussion.

o
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The potential diffilculties with thoso xuloa {n dperating summer pro-
grams stem from the smaller group of potential summer participants in each
eligible attendance area as compared to participants in the regular school-

~ year program. In order to organize summer programs with sufficient summer
participants, LEA8 would likely want to combine children selected (and

. willing to participate) from more than one attendance area, locate the
project at a convenient place, and locate a second group of children to
participate on a space~avallable basis if necessary. Each of theae things
may be done consistent with Title I rules in the following manner:

1. The determination of the eligibility of an attendance‘area

would be the same as for school-year programs; i.e., the

area must have a’percent or number of low-income children
at least as high as the district average.

2. The "project arca" could include all eligible attendance
areas, e.g., to maximize the number of participants, so
long as there 18 a sufficient regtriction of areas to
avoid jeopardizing the project's effectiveness (i.e., by
diluting services). Section 116a.20(a).

3. 'The actual project cogld be conducted anywhere, even out-
gside. an eligible attendance area, so long as 1t is a
place where the needs of the students will be "best
gerved." Section 116a.19(c).

4. Children who do not reside in eligible'attendance areas
may be selected to participate in the program, but only
if:

a) they meet the educational <riteria for participation
"~ (see below),

b) their participation will not result in excluding
- eligible children that do reside in eligible areas,

c) the project has been designed solely for Lhildren re-
giding in eligible areas,

d) their participation will not impair the effectiveness
of the project and will not result in incurring addi-

tional costs. : :
(Section_116a.22(b)(9)‘ : iy

a

From this, it appears that an "LEA could make the summer school pro)ect
area include all eligible attendance areas, centralize project operations

in one school or resource center, and even bring in educationally eligible.
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children not repiding in attendance areas with the highest concentrations
of low-income children to fill spaces so -long as the conditions in (4),

*
above, are met.

. ~

Student Selection and Retention Ru]es

Once the project area has been determined, educational criteria are
used to select students from within 1t for participation in the program.
The LEA decides the general instructional areas on which the program will
focus and the general target groups. All "educationally deprived chil-
dren" 1in the general targeted groups are to ‘be identified;anﬁw'from those,'“'“'““““f——;
the ones in "greatest need" of Title I special agsistance. Thése children
in greatest need are thevones to be selected for partictpation. The 1976

regulations also provide for selection of children who participated in ‘the

. prior year's program even though they are no longer in ''greatest need" so

long as they are still "educationally deprived" (i16a.21). -

. As a practical matter, the ''greatest need" rule-as applied to sumner
programs (which would likely have to be voluntary), would mean that LEA‘
officials would have to.try first to get the lowest of the low achievers
among the eligible group, then the ne;t lowest; and so on until.the desired
number{;?’students are enrolled.!‘In no case may tne program he offered
on a "first come-first served" pasis; e.g., to get the most-motivated .
-students, In sum, there must be a selection of students, and it must.be.

in order of educational needs.

X

In order to achieve the purpose of the Title T summer program to sus-
tain achievement gains, it~is'necessary to maximize continuity with:schooll
year programs Including only thoee students who participated in the prior
year s program for participation in the summer, however, is constrained v -
by possible problems of enrolling an optimal number of students; a con- .
atraint which would argue against such limitations on summer school eli- , .
gibility. ' '

y _ : ' ) .
A further constraint pertains to the achievement level of prior--

year pdrticipants. Under the current regulatioms, studentsj&ho-participated

L o . N
* ' : :
The relevant provisions of P.L. 95-561 basically affirm or leave un- S '
touched the 1976 regulations' treatment of the rules discussed.
31 ’
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in the prior year 's program could be selected for the suwmmer program

only 1f they were either in, ' 'greatest need" .or at ledst still "education-
ally deprived.'" This would preclude attendance of prior-year participants
whose "level of educational'attainment? had been raised to that appro-
priateforchildren of thelr age," 1.e., who were no 1onger "educationally
deprived." (Section 116a.2.) A child may (based on achievement tests)

no longer be "educationally deprived" (e.g., by having attained grade
level equivalency) when judged on a fall to spring basish The child may,
however, experience a summer loss sufficlent to reinstate ‘his or her .
eligibility the’ subsequent year. The limitation of the retention rule
described above (116a.21) would appear to prohibit pértieipation of this
child in the summer program. This resulr would defeat a primary burpose
of the summer program where the child does, in-fact, experience the summer

*
loss. : oo, S

" The No-Supplanting Rules
, : 8

Perhaps the most troublesome of the legal 1ssues involved in the
operarion of Title I summer programs 1s the application of the ne—supplant—
ing rule and the related equitably-provided rule. . The two underlyinf

purposes of the'no—supplanting rule are that:

- ¢ Title I funds are to be used only for supplementary or extra
“'services. ‘

-

- [

*P.LI 95-561 adopts this retention rule formerly found only in the Title T
rﬂgulations It thus would not cover the situation of a child who had

"attaiped -a level of achievement appropriate" for his or her .age, but

needed the summer instruction to maintain the_gains Since allowing. a

child no longer technically "educationally deprived" to participate would

violate present law, a.statutory change either exempting summer programs

from this rule (e.g., if the child had participated in the previous year),

or allowing participation for 2 to 3 years even if the child was.no longer
technically "educationally deprived" would be required. 1In addition,’

P.L. 95-561 'allows for continued participation of a child in g Title T . r
program‘even though he or she has been transferred to a_.non-Title I school

during the "school year.", This was done to deal with situations such as

‘the implementation of a desegregation plan during mid-year. Such situa- .o '§
tions would be even more 11ke1y to ogcur between the regular school years o
and thus ‘application of this provision to students transferred during the

summer would be useful. »

32 .
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e Title T schools and children must not be discrimihn(ed

against or penalized {n the application of state or local

monies by virtue of their participation in the program.
From.these purposes, there developed a companion rule first known as
the "ordinarily provided," more recently, the "equitably provided," pro-
vision“ Under this rule, where the district pays for a particular serv-
ice out of state or local funds, the distriét must ensure that state or
local funds available for this ‘service are being applied equitably between
Title T and non-Title T attendance- areas, before Title 1 funds may be used

to provide these services. .

Although these rules were developed with the regular school year .in
mind, they apply with equal force where summer Title I Programs are being
operated. The rules Presuppoge the existence of state or locsl funds and
thelr use in some proportion for academic purposes. Given the requirement '
that all children must attend gchool during the regular school year, it
can be assumed that each Title I student is entitled Lo some state/local
contribution to his or her education. The two most distinguishing features
of summer school, however, are that (]) neither school operation nor stu-

~ dent attendance is required by law, and (2) summer school does not necés~
sarily provide fnstruction in academic subjects. Since, as discussed in
Chapters II and 111, states differ vastly in the approach they tskefto the
mounting of summer programs, special consideration must be given to the
application of these rules when a district decides to undertake a Title I

symmeY program. .

. The initial question to be asked in applyiné'the eqﬁitably provided
rule is whether the district's proposal anticipates using litle I to pay -
- for services of the same type as are provided by state or local funds
This, in turn, raised the question, What is,"the same type of services o

Three general variations in types of summer- school that may be sUpportedv

¥

 with state or local funds may be stated: L _ L
' ) e " Fl

(1)' Summer school offering remediaX services;
ot . “‘ &r
(2) Summer school offering other kinds of academic coursework.

B

red
¥ ¢

e - ' , .
(3) Summer ‘school offering nonacademic gervices such as ecreation.

33 £ - ‘g
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In general, "same type of services” (o this context has been Inter-
preted to mean academic services for which Title 1 participants would be
eligible. Thus the. rule wbuld nbply io type | summer school but not type
3.* - The equitable provision requirement would apply to type 2 (nonremedial

academic coursework) summer school where Title | participants would be

eligible for the services provided with gtate or local funds. For example,

general instruction 1in reading, math, or language arts would ipvoke the

-rulehAgggrﬁgs advanced algebra or physlcs would probably not.,

-In cases where the’ equituble provision rule does apply, the district
must determine whether the same type of services are being provided with
state or local funds, as are proposed for payment by Title I. If so, the
district must ppovide the same level of services to chlldren 1in Title L
areas as is provided to children in non-Title 1 areas. As-s}nted. thié'

requires a pro-rata allocation among target areas and nontarget areas.
» i i - .

To summarize the application of hofh the no~-supplanting and the

equitably-provided rules, the following example fs provided: ’ : B

One hundred chT1ldren in ‘District A qualify for the Jocally
funded academic .summer school program. These children are ' >
"distributed throughout the district such that 40 are in
*Title I areas and 60 are in areas not eligible for- Title T.
The district has $1000 of local money available fqr the pro-
. gram. Of this, $800 is spent in non-litle I areas, and $200
19 gspent in Title I areas: . P

Ristrice A )
Title I Areas Non-Title 1 Areas

AQ qualifying students. 60 qualifying students

$200 state/local ddntfibution $800 state/local contribution

-

i

) Iﬁ the’ district is now to embark on a Title 1 summer ptogram,
and .the equitably-provided rule applies to the diqtric; pro-
- gram, the following would apply:

I ~ -
a hd ! : [
.

* » - -:‘.' : - ; ) > t
Although Title .I. parttcipants could not be precluded from participation

in the nonacademic ‘activities because of their participation in the
Title I program
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Under the no-supplanting rule, the diatrict could not
remove the $200-it had been spending, since to do so0
would penalize the Title I areas for their participa-
tion in Title I and the Federal money would replace
state or 1ocal money. :

Under the equitably-provided rule, not only could %the
$200 not be taken away but the district would eithec

‘ have to redistribute the $1000 to equal the distribu-

. tion of qualifying students (i.e., another $200 or a.
total of $400 in Title I areas and $200 less or a
total of $600 in non-Title I areas) or the district
would have to come up with extra funds for the Title I
areas to make a 40/60 match (i.e., another $330 for
Title T areas to. make the distribution $430/$800 or
40/60)

", 0ur ‘survey of the states (Sectton 1I) revealed that 17 provide money

to LEAs for general support ‘'of summer sohools' these 17 states would be
subject to the application of the rules shown in the example Other
states provide funds for non-academic summer school activities such as

recreation; these states would not be subject. to t rule. At present,

' 26 states provide no state funds for summer schools; for districts in.

these states, the rules would apply only where academic summer “school

Ffor which Title 1 students are eligible 18 offered with tocal funds.

Thus, as the rules now stnnd, they could apply differently to dif-
ferent districts.nithin the same state. Furthermore,_states and districts
that had been_operating-qualifying_summer programs_withbstate.or local
money would, at-least from the local perspective, he treated unfairly
under Title I compared with those districts that, having no existing pro-
‘gram, would not have to make or worry about a local contribution. The aim
of Federal policy in this area should be to redoce the differential i;zpcf‘

.

of the.equitably.provided rule in different situations and to encoura

R insofar as possible, . the maintenance or increase of local funds for

academic summer school programs.

- If the rule were applied to academic summer ‘8chool with no change,
it-would not motivate the deVelopment of 1ocally-supported programs in
:those states that-have none. ?hat is, the un aking of ‘a local

)] - . ’ B g o

&

The equitably provided rule’ would similarly cohstrain the district
from spending the entire $1000 in non-Title I areas and using its
exiating Title I monies for summer school in the Title 1 areas.
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contribution for summer school would Envoke the application of the equit-
ably-provided rule and, at minimum, add somethinglfor tocal officials ro
worry about. Where gummer programs now exist, the equitably-provided rule
could require, as oug previous example show%d, cither a diversion of local
funds from nontarget areas or an nilocnfion of extra J&cul funds. The

first of these changes would probably have too high a polltlcal'coét and

the second would probably be impossible without new local monies.

»

Political and financial costs could be minimized for the SEAs and

LEAs 1f summer school were simply exemptéd from the equitably-provided
ruie. Without the rule, however, a growing proportion of lacal funds
might drift to nontarget aregs and result in increasing inequities--a
result antithetical to curréﬁt Title 1 policy in general--and an unquali-
fied waiver of the rule could spark concern that the cateéorical nature.

of . Title I would be seriously'undermined by further waivers and exemptions.
It 1s arguable that the problems involved in enforcing equitable provision
for summer school outweigh the benefits. Diversion of funds would reduce
-services to c@}ldreﬂ in nontarget areas, while findiné new'ﬁoney (the $330
in our example) could be impossible, partfcularly where stmmer schools are';

*
presently run on monlies left over from the schoql year. p

.

New amendments to ESEA Title I would deal with an aspect of .this situa-
tion. Under Section 132 of P.L. 95-561, special provision is made for
- states or districts with compensatory programs similar to Title T accord-—
ing to set criteria. Under thisrprovision where the combined Title T
and state. compensatory education (SCE) contribution to children in
eligible tendance areasgequals the amount a district would receive
were Title I fully funded, additional SCE funds may be used in nonproject
and ineligibles attendance areas until the per participant expenditure in
ineligible areas equals the combined total in project areas. Assuming
that a district eligible for this exemption ‘eould continue to use it for
summer programs, i.e., that the fully-funded amount need not be recalcu~ .
" lated for the summer activities, the effect would be a ''suspension" of
the'equitabl§4provided rule until per participant expenditures in in-
eligible areas had been equalized with those in project areas. This
provision would encourage the development of SCE-funded summer school

for qualifying states and districts, whi%e providing an incentive for ' -
other stateg to expand SCE efforts. ' % ' _ - '
t.-" . | \. . -, N 3 6 | ‘



. Conclusion

In light of the diversity across states in the provision of summer
gchool, and assuming that Title 1 summer school 1s encouraged by Federal
policy, the effect of preéeﬂt'Tftlo T rules on such programs should be
addressed early on‘tg avold tge difficulties likely to urisé; As dis-
cugsed In thisg section, the need exists to consider a slight liberaliza-
tion of student selection and régenrioq rules, as well as some modi{fica-

tion of the equitably-provided rule to assure maximym incentive to devel-

opment of what is at present a fledgling activity among thé states.

AN

-
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VII  CONCLUSTONS

Synthesizing the information from the ﬁational, state&and-local
levels, the following picture of current préctices in Title I summer pro-~
grams emefges. Nationally, fewer than 15% of all Title 1 districts have
-Title T.summer programs and this figure abpears to be on the decrease.
With increasing costs, the summer component is ome of the first things
to go, although 8 few districts value them sufficieﬁtly to shorten the ’

lgngth of their suhmé; program rather thén abdlishing it comp}ete;y:

Title I summer'programs range from those that providé a highly aca-

demic, six-~hour a day program to those that emphasife day camps and field

ltrips, with ad¥most all the programs more like.the former than the lattey.
‘Based-on local program applicationsd we conclude that almost all‘prbgraﬁk
claim to be academic and this claim wés\verified.tﬁfough gite visits to
,1i districté. The programs average five or six weeks 1n,1ength.and gen-~
erally run from two to four hours per day. The majorit& of programs

gserve students  in some or all of grades one through six.

S _
We foundfthat éuﬁmer programs,g;nerélly proQiHé éé'much or more
-Title [uinstruction per:day than school-year Title 1 prograpaxpfrequepfly
at less cost per student per hour of instruction although there 1s large
variation in.these Eiggres; While these figﬁres are quite rough, they do

)

ghow at minimum that summer programs are not more expensive than school-

a

year Title I programs.

~

One of ‘the main proslems encounteged }ncludes reaching all thq'stu—
dents recommended for.participatioh in the summer program. Distriétsi‘
need to develop strategles to att;act these gstudents to summer school;
particularly older students. Similarly, coordination of ghe sumﬁer'pro-
gram with the préceding and fqllowing school-year brdgfams is a key ele-
ment which poses a challenge to Title T séaff--but one which is-generally
recognized. Ap additional problemlis that summer programs tend to be
staffed by non;Title 1 teachers often resulting in a staff unfamiliar

with the students. ; 5

-
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_ Our analysis of the Title 1 law and regulatiops pertaining to the
oparation of mimmer prog“nnms eoncludea_t_:hat‘ although suwmmer school .activ'i-—
ties have on several occasions been {dentified as operating out of com-
pliance with Title 1 rules 'this need not be the cagse. Rather, Title 1
programs may be undé}taken during the summer montha Qithodf running afoul
of the Title I legal framework so long as suf ficient attention 18 paid to
the special application'qf these rules--particularly thosé pertaining to

student selection and to the prohig}tion against sﬁbplanting.
Although we did not measure the impact of’ the summer. programs, the

impressions gleaned from staff and students were generally positive.

. Summer school is viewed as a way of providing intensive instruction which
at the least 1s Judged to keep students from falling further behind. Tt
is also viewed as a way of improvthg the attitudes of students towaxd?
school and hence their motivation. Teachers also noted that aldifference
c&uldlbe seen In the fall between students who had and had not partici-
pated in a summér program. Finally, with a few exéeptions,_summer pro-
grams pro&ide a pleasant environment- for students bdﬁh fn terms of facili-

'
ties and atmosphere.
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